Adverbial clauses and argument fronting in English
Temporal and conditional adverbial clauses resist root transformations/ main clause phenomena (MCP) such as argument fronting in English (Rutherford 1970 , Hooper and Thompson 1973 , Emonds 2004 ).
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(1) a *While this paper I was revising last week, I thought of another analysis. b *When her regular column she began to write again, I thought she would be OK. c *If these exams you don't pass, you won't get the degree.
Cross-linguistically adverbial clauses resist MCP. For instance, Hernanz (2007a,b) shows how Spanish adverbial clauses display restrictions on emphatic polarity markers sí and bien.
Similarly, in Icelandic adverbial clauses, V2 is not possible, despite the fact that it is available in declarative complement clauses (Holmberg 2005b , note 4, see also Sigurdsson 1989 , Rögnvaldsson & Thrainsson 1990 . Similar restrictions on V-movement in Northern
Norwegian are observed in Bentzen et al.(2007, and Julien (2008) . See Heycock (2006) for general discussion of MCP.
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In an early discussion of the distribution of MCP, Hooper and Thompson (1973) offer a semantic/pragmatic account: MCP such as argument fronting depend on assertion. They make the point that the restriction cannot be accounted for syntactically.
As a positive environment we can say that [root] transformations operate only on Ss that are asserted. …some transformations are sensitive to more than just syntactic configurations. It does not seem possible to define the domain of an RT in terms of syntactic structures in any general way. However, …, even if it were possible to define in syntactic terms the conditions under which RTs can apply, … the question of why these transformations can apply in certain syntactic environments and not others would still be unanswered (Hooper & Thompson 1973: 495, my italics)
The goal of the present paper is to take up this challenge and to elaborate a syntactic account for the restriction in (1). 2
Outline
The paper is organised as follows: Section 2 presents my earlier account of the data discussed above. This account relied heavily on the crucial role of Force in the left periphery. The section also points out the problems with this account. Starting from the observed adjunct/argument asymmetry in the left periphery of adverbial clauses, section 3 elaborates an alternative account according to which temporal and conditional clauses are derived by operator movement. The incompatibility with argument fronting in English is then analysed as an intervention effect. In section 4 I examine some predictions made by this account.
Section 5 is a conclusion to the paper.
A first account
Adverbial clauses and high adverbs
In the literature s it has often been observed that expressions of epistemic modality are not compatible with temporal or conditional adverbial clauses. (2b) and (2c) are from Declerck and Depraetere (1995: 278) , see also Palmer (1990: 121, 182) , Verstraete (2002) .
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(2) a *??John works best while his children are probably/may be asleep. b *John will do it when/if he may/must have time.
Liliane Haegeman 3 c *We met John before he must have tampered with the tapes. (Heinämäkki 1978: 22) 4 In terms of the Cinque (1999 Cinque ( , 2004 hierarchy of adverbials reproduced in (3), the top four adverb classes are incompatible with temporal and conditional adverbial clauses: Evaluative adverbs are also not easily compatible with temporal and conditional adverbial clauses:
(5) *If they luckily arrived on time, we will be saved. (Ernst 2007 : 1027 , Nilsen 2004 Evidential modality is also excluded in temporal or conditional clauses. I illustrate this point on the basis of the syntax of Italian sembrare ('seem'), which can be used either as a lexical verb, in which case it is compatible with a dative argument and disallows clitic climbing, or as a functional verb, in which case it is not compatible with a dative argument and allows clitic climbing (Cinque 1999 : 94, 2002 , Haegeman 2006b if it seem-3PL find too difficult, do-FUT-1PL the second chapter
The modality markers which are incompatible with adverbial clauses have in common the fact that they are anchored to the speaker (Tenny 2000: 29) . Thus, temporal and conditional adverbial clauses are incompatible with speaker related adverbs.
A link between topicalisation and high adverbs?
That both argument fronting and high modality markers are incompatible with adverbial clauses is not English specific. Whitman (1989:5) points out the same correlation in Korean and in Japanese. Bayer (2001:14-15) links both topicalisation and modal adverbs to the availability of illocutionary force. Inspired by Bayer's proposal, I elaborated an account which made argument fronting and high adverbs and modal auxiliaries dependent on the presence of illocutionary force. The latter was formally represented in the syntax by a functional head Force in the left periphery. In the next section I first sketch this account and then discuss some drawbacks. For an elaboration of the proposal, see Haegeman (2006b,c) .
A previous 'cartographic' account (Haegeman 2003a etc)
2.3.1. The articulated structure of CP Rizzi (1997) adopts the view that the highest head of the CP system is Force, which hosts the conjunction. In my first account of the restrictions on adverbial clauses, I adopted a variant of this in which two heads were distinguished: 'Sub' and 'Force' (cf. Bhatt and Yoon 1992) .
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Subordinating conjunctions are merged in 'Sub'; 'Sub' subordinates the clause, 'makes it available for (categorial) selection independently of its force ' (cf. Rizzi 1997: note 6) . 'Force' was a separate head hosting the feature for 'illocutionary force' and which types the clause in terms of assertion, question, imperative etc. In line with Tenny's (2000) observations on higher adverbs and also inspired by Bayer (2001) , I postulated that argument fronting and speaker-related adverbs were dependent on the availability of the functional head Force. I
proposed that full-fledged clauses had the structure in (7 (9) If on Monday we haven't found him, we'll call the RSPCA.
Given that Rizzi (1997) analyzes initial adjuncts such as on Monday in (9) as being adjoined to TopP, and assuming that temporal adverbial clauses lack TopP, (8) incorrectly rules out (9). I proposed to remedy this by postulating a specialised position for adjuncts, ModP (Rizzi (2004 ), Haegeman (2003b ), as in (10) In order to allow CLLD in adverbial clauses, while excluding English on argument fronting, I
proposed (Haegeman 2006a) Frascarelli and Hinterholzl (2007) for distinct types of topics), with different licensers, leads to the conclusion that English topicalisation and CLLD must have quite a different semantics, the former being licensed through the presence of Force and the latter independent of Force. What is needed to licence argument fronting, then, is not simply the presence of Force, but rather 'assertive' Force (Hooper and Thompson 1972, Palmer 1990) or 'declarative' force (Sobin 2003: 194) . This makes the truncation approach harder to implement. Moreover, it is not clear that (assertive) force is definitely a prerequisite for argument fronting. Culicover and Levine (2001: 297) point out: 'gerundive clauses are rather more tolerant of topicalisation than infinitive clauses' and they give the example in (13). It is not obvious that the gerundive clause in (13) corresponds to an assertive/declarative speech act. And indeed, on the basis of (14b), Cinque (1999: 223, note 5) says 'the fact that "small clauses" allow for the full range of AdvPs, including the highest … suggests that structurally they may be full clauses with a lexical projection distinct from VP.'
Rather than postulating the absence of Force, one might make topicalization and the appearance of the speaker related adverbs dependent on the feature composition of Force. Zagona (2007: 231) who says 'Epistemic modals are restricted to contexts in which the Force head is a speech event of reporting knowledge of belief, and in which Force has a feature that sets the deictic center'. Still, observe that it is not obvious that gerunds (13), and small clauses (14) are assertive. Indeed, defining the relevant force is difficult and leads to contradictions. To mention just one case, it is assumed that complements of factive predicates resist MCP in English (see also section 6) so one would have to assume that they are not assertive in the relevant sense. But Zubizaretta (2001: 201) says 'it is likely that factive predicates, which presuppose the truth of their propositional complement, contain an Ass(ertion) operator in its [sic, lh] CP.' For the definition of the relevant sentence type see also Meinunger (2005) and Heycock (2006) , who concludes 'It is a general problem for work in this area that definitions given are vague and independent evidence for the validity of the concepts used often weak' (Heycock 2006: 190) .
This is in essence what is proposed in
The problems raised by the account outlined above have led me to explore a different avenue.
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Argument/adjunct asymmetries
One ingredient in the analysis is the observation that what gerundive clauses have in common with declaratives is that there is no overt formative marking force. Argument fronting in English seems to impose a negative requirement: Force must not be marked overtly.
'Declarative' force is the default force when there is no formative to specify force/clause type.
(cf. Roberts and Roussou (2002: 141) (9), repeated here as (15).
(15) If on Monday we haven't found him, we'll call the RSPCA.
Such argument/adjunct asymmetries are found elsewhere and in particular, such contrasts are found with respect to movement. As shown in (16a-c) wh-arguments cannot be extracted across fronted arguments: subject extraction leads to ungrammaticality (16a), the extraction of to whom is degraded (16b). Arguments can, however, be extracted across adjuncts (16c-d):
(16) a *This is a man who i liberty j t i would never grant t j to us. (Rizzi 1997: 307, his (71b)) 16 b ??The student to whom i , your book j , I will give t i t j tomorrow. c John Prescott is the person who in future t will be in charge of major negotiations with the firefighters.
d The student to whom, tomorrow, I will give your book t.
Another environment in which an argument/ adjunct asymmetry arises is illustrated in (17).
Subject auxiliary inversion is triggered by a fronted wh-constituent. However, as we see in the attested (17a), an adjunct, the PP at last, can intervene between the fronted wh-constituent to whom and the inverted auxiliary will. In (17b), though, the argument a treaty like this between the wh-phrase to whom and the auxiliary would gives rise to ungrammaticality. For discussion see Haegeman (2000) . (17) The hypothesis that adverbial clauses are derived by movement is due to Geis (1970 Geis ( , 1975 and is based on the observation that (19) is ambiguous between a high construal and a low construal of the temporal operator:
(19) John left when Sheila said he should leave. (ii) low construal: John left at the time of departure requested by Sheila.
Adopting the movement analysis Larson (1987 Larson ( , 1990 As shown by Larson (1990: 170) , going back to Geis (1970 Geis ( , 1975 , (21) Penner and Bader (1995) Based on Geis (1970 Geis ( , 1975 and Larson (1985 Larson ( , 1987 Larson ( , 1990 , Pancheva (2002, 2006) propose that conditional if-clauses be analysed as free relatives of possible worlds, derived by the leftward movement of a world operator. The reader is referred to Bhatt and Pancheva 's own paper for a discussion of some potential problems (2006: 656ff). In Haegeman (2008, to appear) I propose that the relevant world operator is that associated with FinP. Accordingly, an argument fronted to the left periphery will lead to an intervention effect: (26) a I will leave when you say you will do.
(i) high construal: I will leave at time of your announcement of your departure.
(ii) low construal: I will leave at the time of your departure. b I will leave if you say you will do.
(i) high construal: I will leave on condition that you announce your departure.
(ii) *low construal: I will leave on condition that you leave.
Bhat and Pancheva (2006: 657) admit this problem but they point out that the same restriction is found in German, in which the conditional conjunction is wenn, i.e. equivalent to the whoperator. This conjunction may be interpreted either with a temporal reading or a conditional one. In its temporal reading wenn marginally allows low construal, but conditional wenn is only compatible with high construal: For a discussion of Polish conditional clauses in terms of a movement derivation see Tomaszewicz (to appear). In line with the present paper, the author shows that adopting the movement allows one to account for the ban on certain types of argument fronting in Polish conditionals. For reasons of space I will not go into the data here and I refer to her work for more discussion.
CLLD in adverbial clauses
It follows from the intervention account above that if there is a type of argument fronting which is independently known not to give rise to the same intervention effects as English the book, to Gianni him-it give-FUT-1SG without other 'I will give this book definitely to Gianni.' (Rizzi 1997: 290, his (21)) A fronted topic creates an island in English, both for wh-movement (30a) and for topicalisation (30b), but in Italian a CLLD argument does not create an island for wh- 'I don't know how you think that, your brother, we could convince him' e Loro, il libro, credo che a Carlo sia sicuro che non glielo daranno them, the book, I think that to Carlo it is certain that non them it give-FUT-3PL mai.
ever. (Cinque 1990: 63, his (10)) In contrast to English inversion contexts, in which an argument may not intervene between the trigger for inversion and the auxiliary (cf. (17)), in French a fronted argument may intervene between a fronted wh-constituent and the inverted auxiliary:
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(31) Où ce livre (Jean) l'a -t-il acheté? (Laenzlinger and Musolino 1995: 83) where this book John it have-3SG-he bought 'Where did John buy this book?'
As discussed (11), CLLD and multiple CLLD (32) 
Intervention effects
Extraction from weak islands
In this section I briefly sketch the type of locality theory required to account for the intervention effects observed. The account remains fairly general, and different implementations are conceivable.
To account for the fact that the adjunct how cannot be extracted across whether ( [i.e. the goal must be sufficiently different from the intervener to be accessible.]
English Topics
In English, fronted topics create islands for wh-extraction (39a,b,c), while they themselves can extract from weak islands (39d):
(39) a *Who did you say that to Sue Bill introduced (Boeckx &Jeong 2004: (3) ) b *How do you think that, this problem, we will solve ? c *A student to whom, your book, I will recommend d ?This problem, I wonder whether John will be able to solve
Since they can escape from WI this suggests that fronted arguments are like D-linked and associated with the relevant feature that allows them to escape WI. Since they prevent whextraction they must share a feature with wh-constituents. Following (Boeckx &Jeong 2004: 18) 22 I assume that English fronted topics have the features + Q, and that by virtue of this specification they will be interveners both for constituents which display the feature Q as well as for those with the feature specification + Q.
If the operator which derives the adverbial clause also has the feature Q, topicalisation in adverbial clauses gives rise to an intervention effect. (40) is a schematic representation:
(40) *when this problem you are able to solve t Q +Q (topic) Q Circumstantial adjuncts can occur in the left periphery of adverbial clauses because such adjuncts do not lead to the same type of intervention, as discussed in 2.3.3.1. They must be featurally distinct from the operator involved in the derivation of adverbial clauses.
CLLD and lower topics
The fronted argument in the CLLD construction must be featurally distinct from fronted arguments in English, since it does not lead to intervention effects (see (29) in section 3.3.).
Quoting Rizzi: 'If topics form a separate class from other A' dependencies, we predict that we will not find locality interactions with other types of A' dependencies.' (Rizzi 2004: 245ff.) That such CLLD topics do not intervene in wh-fronting also allows one to predict that, differently from English (41a) a (CLLD) topic (a Gianni) may follow a focused constituent in Italian: (41b) is from Rizzi (2001, his (5) 
Two predictions of the account
According to the movement account for temporal and conditional clauses, the incompatibility of such clauses with argument fronting in English is due to the typical intervention effect associated with fronted arguments in English. The account leads to a number of predictions two of which I will explore here.
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(i) If there are adverbial clauses that are arguably not derived by operator movement, then the intervention effect observed above will not arise and such adverbial clauses will be compatible with argument fronting. This is discussed in section 5.1.
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(ii) If a specific syntactic process is dependent on operator movement then it is predicted that it may be licensed in the temporal and conditional adverbial clauses derived by operator fronting and discussed above, and that it will not be automatically licensed in adverbial clauses which are not derived by operator movement discussed in section 5.1. Stylistic
Inversion in French is such a process; the prediction that it is licensed in the adverbial clauses that are derived by operator movement is correct, as discussed in section 5.2. for her fellow humans she did with no concern for publicity whatsoever.
(Guardian, G2, 31.08.2004 page 9 col 2) b I think we have more or less solved the problem for donkeys here, because those we haven't got, we know about. (Guardian, G2, 18.02.2003, page 3, col 2). (Haegeman 2003a (Haegeman , 2006a . For reasons of space, I
cannot go into a detailed discussion of such peripheral adverbial clauses here. Suffice it to say that there is ample evidence that their relation to the associated clause is not as tight as that Once again we would distinguish two instances of if clauses: one involving movement of an operator and one in which there is no such movement.
French Stylistic Inversion
French Stylistic Inversion (SI) SI is typically licensed by a moved WH-operator (cf. Kayne 1984 , 1986 , Rizzi 1990 , Kayne and Pollock 2001 , Lahousse 2003a as in (45a) or by a preposed locative or temporal adverb or PP as in (46) 27 from Lahousse (2003b: 136 (3) Based on an extensive written corpus, Lahousse (2003a,b) shows that while between 40 -45 per cent of temporal adverbial clauses display SI without there being an additional trigger, in all concessive or causal adverbial clauses with SI an additional trigger is available. 
Conclusion and further questions
I have proposed that the incompatibility of English adverbial clauses with argument fronting can be accounted for in purely syntactic terms if we adopt the hypothesis that the relevant adverbial clauses are derived by operator extraction . The ungrammaticality of (49) would be due to a locality violation.
(49) *If/when the text you have received, you should contact me.
The question arises if the intervention account can account for the incompatibility of other environments with argument fronting. I briefly discuss some such cases here.
Clausal complements of factive predicates resist argument fronting in English:
(46) (%)*John regrets that this book Mary read. 29 (Maki et al 1999: p. 3, their (2c)) It might be possible to extend the movement account to factive complements if one assumes with Melvold (1991) and Bianchi (2000:95) that such complements involve an operator in their CP domain. If this operator has moved from a lower position, then the ungrammaticality of (50) is due to an intervention effect. Support for a movement account is found in Aboh (2005), who discusses the derivation of complements of factive verbs in Gungbe. In Gungbe, factive complements formally resemble relatives involving either the movement of an argument or the movement of a verb to the left periphery. Aboh proposes that factive clauses are derived by (event-) operator fronting. Cf. Collins (1994) .
Argument fronting is also excluded in clauses that seem to be complements to N. See Kayne (2008) for a recent relativization account of N-complements, in a different context.
(51) * A warning that flights to Chicago travellers should avoid will soon be posted. (Emonds 2004: 77, his (2c) ).
English present subjunctives are also incompatible with argument fronting (52). It has been proposed that subjunctive clauses contain an operator in Spec CP (Kempchinsky 1987) . If this operator has been moved from a lower position, then the ungrammaticality of (40) is again due to an intervention effect. See also Tomaszewic (to appear) for a proposal for Polish subjunctives.
(52) *It's important that the book he study carefully (Hooper&Thompson 1973: 485, (166)) Other domains that are incompatible with MCP are not so obviously amenable to a movement account. For instance, subject clauses also resist argument fronting. 30 A complication here is that the extraposed variant of such 'subject clauses' does allow for argument fronting.
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(53) a *That this book, Mary read thoroughly is true. (Authier 1992: 332, his (17b)) b It is true that this book, he read thoroughly. (Authier 1992: 333 , his (18b)) I hope to be able to clarify some of these issues in future work.
